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Present Peace Problems and the
Preparedness Program

[Address by Willlam Jennings Bryan, at the
Twenty-second Annual Mohonk (N. Y.) Confer-
ence on International Arbitration, Thursday,
May 18, 1916.)

The delightful memory of a visit to Mohonk
glx years ago has led me to look forward each
year to the time of your meeting, with the hope
that 1 might indulge myself again and enjoy the
pleasure of assoclation with you; but this is the
first year since then when I have felt that 1
could work this into my plans, I am enjoying
this segsion to the full.

Before taking up the subject which I desire
to present, I am sure you will pardon me if 1
make reference to something that was sald this
morning before I arvived., 1 shall not deal with
the personal criticism, for I discovered about
twenty-five years ago that it was impossible for
a democrat to deal with all the personal criti-
cisms that ho recelved,

The Chalrman: Mr, Bryan, I'd like to include
republicans in that,

Mr. Bryan: I welcome the distinguished ex-
president to a companionship in this respect
which we shall both enjoy.

Mr. Putnam is reported to have said: *The
presence in the cabinet of a man like W. J. By~
an, who shamefully misrepresented our country
in his interviews with Dumba and in other ways,
ete." Let me say in advance that I am not sur-
prised that people should be misled. Those who
have nothing bug the eastern metropolitan press
to rely upon are fortunate if they get any truth
whatever; they are the more easily excused if
they do nog get all the truth. Mr. Putnam, while
his tone did not indicate that conscientious
search for truth which is sometimes rewarded by
success, was, probably, honestly misled by re-
portsa which I have tried to correct, but I have
found that corrections of misrepresentation do
not travel as rapidly as the misrepresentations
themselves, and they are not always found upon

the same page or under the same attractive
headlines.

Ambassador Dumba called at the state depart-
ment and it happened to be at a time when the
Prosident was in New York. Immediately after
the interview I wrote out a report and sent it to
the President, and received his approval of what
I had said. When, a few days afterwards, I
heard that my conversation with the ambassador
had been misrepresented, I immediately called
him to the state department, read over to him
the report of the interview which I had made to
the President, received from him a written
statement certifying to the correctness of the re-
port, and that was sent to Austria, his govern-
ment, and to Berlin and to the President. It
was after that that I resigned and if you will
read the letter which the President wrote at the
time of my resignation you will either have to
doubt his good faith in what he said or you will
have to cease criticizing me for the Dumba inci-
dent, for he knew all about it and. neither at
that time nor since, complained of anything
said.

The thing—if T may be pardoned for s
of the subject of the conversation — the thing
that was misrepresented or misinterpreted was
this: I said to the ambassador that the fact that
lives were lost in the sinking of the ship made
the controversy with Germany different from the
controversy with Great Britain, which only af-
focted loss of trade; that the people could not
consider a loss of life in the same light or treat
it In the same way that they did amn injury to
trade. That was the distinction T made; it was
a misinterpretation placed upon it thag I had oc-
casion to correct. The statement that I made
and the distinction that I drew is one that I sup-
pose has been drawn, and I think very properly,
by every one who has discussed this subject.

I am very glad to present the facts in this case.
I believe that a man in public life should be held
responsible for everything thag he does, but it
is only fair that the facts should be known and
that he should be judged upon facts and not up-
on misrepresentations of the facts,

Before taking up the particular subject which
I desire to discuss, I shall dwell for a moment
upon the iplans of the League to Enforce Peace,
and I will say to you that, in dissenting from
those who support those plans, I give myself
more embarrassment than I give those who rep-

regsent them. I know the distinguished gentle-
man who is at the head of this league too well
to doubt for a moment that he desires to have
every possible criticism ecandidly stated, for I
know he desires the triumph of that which is
right much more earnestly than the triumph of
any particular thing in which he may believe.

The names of those who stand sponsor for this
L.eague to Enforce Peace create a very strong
presumption in its favor, but it seems to me, as
I view it, that there are four objections to the
plan and that these objections are of such great
weight and importance that they deserve to be
considered by those who have this plan in con-
templation or who are inclined to support it.

The first is that it involves us in entangling
alllances with Europe, and that we, therefore,
can not adopt it without abandoning the advice
of Washington which has been followed thus far
and will, I believe, continue to be followed by
the American people. I have not the slightest
thought that any argument that can be present-
ed in behalf of any plan that connects us with
the quarrels of Europe will ever bring to the sup-
port of that plan anything like a majority of the
American people, P

Now, as I understand this plan, we are to
agree with other nations of the world, to en-
force peace and to enforce it by compelling all
of the contracting powers to submit all of their
controversies for investigation before going to
war. I need not tell you that the plan of in-
vestigating ALL questions is one that I heartily
approve. It is now more than ten years sgince
I began to urge in this country and in other
countries, a plan, which has finally been em-
bodied in thirty treaties, which submits every
question of dispute of every kind and character
to investigation and gives a period of a year for
that investigation during which time the con-
tracting parties agree that there shall be no re-
sort to force; I am committed to the plan of in-
vestigation. The point I make is this, that, when
we join with other nations to enforce
that plan, we joln with them in attempting to
settle by force the disputes of the old world.
While the chances of a resort to force may be
very remote, I am not willing to speculate on a
proposition about which we can know absolutely
nothing; I am not willing that this nation shall
put its army and navy at the command of a
council which we can not control and thus agree
to let foreign nations decide when we shall go
to war. Now, if I understand this plan, you can
not agree with other nations to enforce peace
by compelling the submission of all questions to
investigation before war, without lodging with
some power somewhere the right to decide when
that force shall be employed. We can not hope
to have a controlling influence in that body; 1
assume that it would be impossible to securs
any kind of an agreement which would leave us
to decide when these nations would enforce a
proposition. My first objection, therefore, is
that it necessarily entangles us in the quarrels
of Europe and that we would g0, blindfolded,

into an agreement, the extent and effect of which
no human mind can know.

The second is that if we join with Europe in
the enforcement of peace over there, we can
hardly refuse to allow Europe to join in the en-
forcing of peace in the western hemisphere., 1f
I understand the sentiment of the American peo-
ple, there is not the slightest thought in the
American mind of surrendering the Monroe Doc-
trinle or ?ftir;v}tlng any foreign nation to assist
us in maintaining peace in t . &
isphere, 2 l_w e

The third objection is that our co
vests In congress the right to declaren:rtaiﬁ'“ggg
that we can not vest the power to declare war
In & council controlled by European nations
without changing our constitution. The sug-
gestion that we so amend our constitution as to
vest in a body, whose control is across the gea
the right to declare war would not be popular 1:;
the United States. If we are to change the co
stitution from what it is now I am in favm; n;
putting the declaring of war in the hands of tl?e
people, to be declded by a referendum vote of
the American people. This is quite different !"ro(r)n
::rre?dlt:rlng. into the hands of a foreign bodv
ta:aru[:: irma.determine when this nation shall

The fourth objection that 8ee to this plan is

T —

fundamental and ean not be changed by .
estion that I shall make in & momen; 5
ourth Oblj:lcﬂm:o lsfotMt when we '
moral suasion rce, we step down
up. I prefer to have this nation a monﬁ",?o:“‘
in the world rather than a policeman. The er
fore, while I have no doubt whatever of {1, hfel;
motives and of the laudable purpose of 1 °
who stand for the doctrines of the leagyc I E:‘"
not bring myself to belleve that it is » t;tep 12
advance,

Three of the objections mentioned might b
obviated if we divided the world into groups' (.
American group being entrusted with (he tﬁain-
tenance of peace in the western hemisphere I
would be much more willing to join with the re.
publics of Central and South America ip any
plan that would compel the submission of all
disputes in this hemisphere to investigation pe.
fore war than to favor a plan that would bigg
us to enforce decisions made by nations across
the ocean, or even obligate us to join Europeay
:rat:ons in COMPELLING {investigation before

ar. i

And in addition to all the other objectiong—
and there are so many that I shall not take time
to give them all—when this league embraces
European nations and puts them in a position
where they can decide questions of war for us,
there is this consideration that I think will not
be treated lightly by the American people. It we
are in a group of American republics, we are
associated with people having our form of gov-
ernment, but the moment we cross the ocean, we
tie ourselves to a theory of government from
which our people dissented a century and a third
ago. If I understand the heart of the American
people, they still believe that there is an essen-
tial difference between a monarchy and a re-
public. Bo long as the European monarchies
vest in their executives the right to declare war,
it seems to me that the American people can
well refuse to tie themselves to these countries
and become thus ‘“unequally yoked together.”

As I said, if we are goilng to have any change
in our constitution, I want it to be a change in
the direction of democracy, and not a change in
the direction of a monarchy. Our people will
consider very seriously before they will join this
country with countries with hereditary rulers
and thus give to these rulers an influence over
us which we deny to our own executives.

Now I have presented, as briefly as I could, the
objections that I see to this plan to enforce
peace and I ghall be very glad if it can be »o
modified as to make it consistent and harmoni-
ous with the ideas of the American people and
the institutions of the United States, for these
gentlemen do not surpass me in the desire to do
whatever can be done to make war impossible.

I ask you to bear with me for & moment while
I speak of the nation’s attitude on two or three
phases of the subject now under consideration.
First, as to whether we shall ‘go into this war:
there are very few. people who say that we
should. I believe they had a meeting in New
York not long ago, and one in Boston, at which
the speakers said that it was our duty to go into
this war. The virus has not yet been carried
across the Allegheny mountaing; we have had
no such meetings in the west. My fear is not
that we shall deliberately decide to go into this
war; my fear is that, following the diplomacy of
the old world, we may do the things that will
bring us into this war, even though we do not
desire to enter it. You will' remember that all
the rulers who entered this war entered it PRO-
TESTING THAT THEY WANTED PEACE, but
they followed the precedents that lead to war.
My contention is that the precedents of the past
have broken down, that they have involved the
world in a war without parallel; and that they
ought not to be followed in this country if they
will tend to bring us into the war. And 50,
where I have had a chance to speak to the peo-
ple—and I have been improving every oppor-
tunity for some ten months—I have presented
the alternatives which I think we can choose in-
stead of going to war.

“In the first place, if diplomaey fails, we have
& peace plan. It was offered to all the world.
It has been embodied in thirty treaties with one
billion three hundred million of the human race.
we have now three-quarters of the globe con-
nected with us by these treaties, and three na-
tions that have not signed the treaties have en-
dorsed the prineiple. We have almost the en-
tire civilized world bound to us either DY
treaties, actually made or by agreement upon
the principle which the treaty embodies, pr “‘”fl-;
ing that EVERY DISPUTE OF EVERY KINI
shall, before hostilities begin, be submitted to an
international tribunal for investigation and re-
port, Four of the belligerent nations have signed
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